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Dear Sir: 

This Brief is submitted for the Pre-appeal Conference requested in the Notice 
of Appeal with which this Brief is submitted. 



Grounds of Rejection 

A. Claims 1-5 and 10-13 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 02(a) as being 
anticipated by "Aziz" (US Patent No. 6,643,701 to Aziz et a!.). 

B. Claims 6-9 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aziz in view of "Sparks" (US patent No. 6.167,382). 

Argument 

The arguments presented in the Response dated June 15, 2005 are 

maintained in this Brief and incorporated by reference. 

A. The rejection of claims 1-5 and 10-13 should be reversed because 
the Examiner has not shown that Aziz teaches all the limitations of the 
claims. 

Claims 1.2. 3. 4.11.12. and 13. 

Claim 1 is directed to a method for managing sessions between mobile 
communication devices and an application program hosted on a data processing 
system with a gateway module that is coupled to the mobile communications 
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devices and to the application program. The method includes generating at the 
gateway module respective first session identifiers upon receipt of initial requests 
from the mobile communication devices at the gateway module and transmitting the 
first session identifiers to the application program; associating the first session 
identifiers with corresponding second session identifiers from the application 
program at the gateway module; and in response to subsequent communications 
from the mobile devices to the application program, transmitting from the gateway 
module to the application program the second session identifiers that are associated 
with the first session identifiers of the mobile devices of the subsequent 
communications. These limitations are clearly not shown to be taught by Aziz. 

Applicants maintain that Aziz' session keys do not reasonably correspond to 
the claimed first session identifier and second session identifier as explained In the 
Response dated June 1 5, 2005. Furthermore, even if the alleged correspondence 
were reasonable, the Examiner faied to show that Aziz teaches the limitations of. In 
response to subsequent communications from the mobile devices to the application 
program, transmitting from the gateway module to the application program the 
second session identifiers that are associated with the first session identifiers of the 
mobile devices of the subsequent communications. Aziz's teachings at col. 2, 1. 56- 
65 and col. 8, 1. 28-32, and 48-56 are cited as teaching these limitations. However, 
these teachings do not suggest transmitting the second session identifiers. The 
cited portions of Aziz apparently teach that in initiating a session resumption, a client 
may identify itself to the server and indicate that it will continue to use the agreed 
upon keys from the previous handshaking. Thus, Aziz has no apparent need for, or 
suggestion of, transmitting a second session identifier associated with a first session 
identifier from the client to the server. 

The Examiner asserts that Aziz's session keys correspond to the claimed first 
session identifier and second session identifier. However, Aziz's session keys do 
not identify a session. Rather, Aziz clearly teaches that a session key is used to 
securely transmit information within a session. The Examiner incorrectly asserts that 
"One particular session of communication, out of many sessions, may be identified 
by the product of the key and the encrypted communications." This assertion is 
incorrect because the server must first determine which of the session keys to use 
for decryption before it can decrypt the data it receives. Aziz is understood to not 
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receive an encryption key along with encrypted data. Tlius, Aziz apparently uses 
some other mechanism to determine the correct session key before decrypting the 
received data. Furthermore, the Examiner's analogy of using a key to unlock a door 
to reveal an object behind a door fails establish a correspondence of Aziz' session 
keys to the claimed first and second session identifiers. 

Aziz' session keys are used to decrypt data within session. But the session 
keys alone do not identify the sessions. Decrypted data within a session does not 
identify the session. For example, if there are multiple transmissions of different 
data sets within a session the session would not reasonably be understood to have 
multiple identities. Therefore, Aziz's session keys are not shown to correspond to 
the claimed first and second session identifiers, nor is Aziz's use of session keys 
shown to correspond to the claimed use of the first and second identifiers. 

Claims 2 and 3 depend from claim 1 and are not shown to be anticipated for 
at least the reasons set forth above. Claim 4 is an apparatus claim and claim 1 1 is a 
system claim, each including functional limitations similar to those of claim 1. Thus, 
claims 4 and 1 1 are not shown to be anticipated for at least the reasons set forth 
above. Claims 12 and 13 depend from claim 1 1 and are not shown to be anticipated 
for at least the reasons set forth above. 

Claims 5 and 10, 

Claim 5 is an independent method claim that includes the limitations of claim 
1 along with additional limitations of wireless session identifiers and merchant 
session identifiers. These additional limitations are not addressed in the Office 
Actions and are not understood to be suggested by the cited prior art. Therefore, 
claim 5 is not shown to be anticipated. Claim 10 is an apparatus claim that includes 
functional limitations similar to those of claim 5. Thus, claim 10 is not shown to be 
anticipated by Aziz. 

The rejection of claims 1-5 and 10-13 should be reversed because the 
alleged correspondences of Aziz teachings to the claim limitations are clearly in 
error. 

B. The rejection of claims 6-9 should be reversed because the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness with the 
Aziz-Sparks combination. 

The Examiner's alleged correspondences of elements of the Aziz-Sparks 
combination to the claim limitations are clearly in error. In addition, the Examiner 
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omitted an element needed for a prima facie case of obviousness by failing to 
provide evidence that supports making tine Aziz-Sparks combination. 
Claims 6 and 7 

Among other limitations claim 6 includes limitations of receiving checkout 
requests from the wireless communication devices at the gateway module and 
transferring the checkout requests to a wallet module that manages user 
authentication. The Examiner cited Sparks' col. 2, I. 36-49. However, there is no 
apparent element in this portion of Sparks that corresponds to the gateway module 
at which checkout requests are received. Nor is there any apparent element that 
corresponds to the claimed wallet module to which the checkout requests are sent 
Thus, the limitations of claim 6 are not shown to be suggested by the Aziz-Sparks 
combination. 

The alleged motivation for combining Sparks with Aziz is unsupported by 
evidence and improper. The alleged motivation states that "it would have been 
obvious ... to combine electronic commerce features, such as those disclosed by 
Sparks, with the generic system of Aziz for establishing communications because it 
is obvious that a generic system designed to enhance electronic commerce (Aziz, 
col. 1. lines 42-47) would need to features to enable electronic commerce." There is 
no evidence presented to indicate that Spark's teachings are needed in Aziz as the 
alleged motivation states. Furthermore, the Examiner fails to provide any evidence 
that alternatives to Sparks' teachings would not work with Aziz. Thus, the Examiner 
has failed to show that Sparks' teachings are needed in Aziz as alleged, and the 
alleged motivation fails to support a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Claim 7 depends from claim 6 and is not shown to be unpatentable for at 
least the reasons set forth above. 

Claims 8 and 9 

Claim 8 depends from claim 7 and includes further limitations of: in response 
to a payment request from a wireless communications device, transmitting the 
payment request from the gateway module to the merchant application, 
disassociating the wireless session identifier from the corresponding merchant 
session identifier, and generating a new wireless session identifier for the wireless 
communications device when another initial request is received from the wireless 
communications device. The cited teachings of Aziz do not reasonably correspond 



4 



09/852,360 



to the limitations of disassociating the wireless session identifier from the 
corresponding merchant session identifier. Specifically, Aziz' col. 2, 1. 57-67 
discusses session resumption using the agreed upon keys from a previous session. 
Thus, there is no apparent disassociating as claimed. Also, Aziz' col. 6, 1. 45-55 
apparently discusses the workload on the Aziz' relay in handling new handshake 
sessions and handshake session resumption. Again, there is no apparent 
correspondence to the claim limitations. 

Claim 9 depends from claim 8 and is not shown to be unpatentable for at 
least the reasons set forth above. 

The rejection of claims 6-9 over the Aziz-Sparks combination should be 
reversed because the allegation that the generally cited teachings of the Aziz-Sparks 
combination suggest the claim limitations is clearly in error, and the alleged 
motivation for making the combination does not support a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above, Appellants submit that the rejections are improper, the 
claimed invention is patentable, and that the rejections of claims 1-13 should be 
reversed. Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejections as applied to the 
appealed claims and allowance of the entire application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CRAWFORD MAUNU PLLC 
1270 Northland Drive, Suite 390 
Saint Paul, MN 55120 
(651)686-6633 
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